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SA1 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 

George Morris, Unit Chief 

November 1, 2015 

 

SA1-1 The comment explains that a Timberland Conversion Permit and/or Timber Harvest Plan will 

be required to be filed with California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) if 

the project involves the removal of a crop of trees of commercial species. Table 3-7 in 

Chapter 3, “Project Description,” of the DEIR lists the potential permits and approvals 

required for project implementation, including a Timber Harvest Plan and Timber Conversion 

Permit through CAL FIRE. As stated in Chapter 3, as development of the West Parcel occurs, 

individual project applications would be reviewed by the County to determine consistency 

with the MVWPSP and other regulatory documents and guidelines. Pages 5-10 and 5-11 of 

the Draft EIR discuss the California Timberland Productivity Act and the procedures related to 

an immediate rezoning of Timberland Production Zone (TPZ) lands (Sections 51130-51146). 

Immediate rezoning (as opposed to elapse of the 10-year period to which TPZ lands are 

committed to timber harvesting activities) requires public notice, a hearing, and a four-fifths 

vote of the full body of the County Board of Supervisors to tentatively approve the rezoning. 

The DEIR acknowledges that the immediate rezone of the West Parcel from TPZ to SPL-

MVWPSP would require a Timber Conversion Plan, subject to approval by the County Board of 

Supervisors and California Board of Forestry (through CAL FIRE). The Board’s tentative 

approval accompanied by specific written findings would then be forwarded to the State 

Board of Forestry and Fire Protection for consideration and approval pursuant to Section 

4621.2 of the Public Resources Code. Upon final approval of conversion, the State Board of 

Forestry and Fire Protection would notify the Board of the approval, and the Board would 

remove the parcel from TPZ and specify new zoning.  

The findings to support an immediate rezoning of TPZ lands are not required to be part of the 

EIR. Rather, the County Board of Supervisors will make the necessary findings to support 

immediate rezoning of TPZ lands based on the MVWPSP EIR, after certification of the EIR. 

The TPZ findings are similar to the Board’s decision related to the General Plan consistency: 

the EIR analysis identifies consistencies and/or inconsistencies, but the ultimate 

determination of consistency rests with the legislative body.  

The comment also states that California Public Resources Code 4290 and 4291 

specifications must be met. Sections 4290 and 4291 are discussed in the DEIR project 

description, starting on page 3-30 under the “Fire and Life Safety” portion of the “Public 

Services” discussion and under Impact 18-4 (Expose people or structures to wildland fire 

hazards) in Chapter 18, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” in the DEIR. Please also see 

Master Response 9 of this Final EIR addressing wildland fire hazards and emergency plans.  
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SA2 
California Department of Transportation  

Kevin Yount, Transportation Planner  

December 14, 2015 

 

SA2-1 The comment asserts that right and left turn lanes on SR 267 should be constructed as 

mitigation for construction traffic. In the evaluation of the construction traffic, it is estimated 

that based on the amount of construction vehicle trips in Phase 1 and the project trip 

distribution, 138 vehicles would make the southbound right-turn and 74 vehicles would 

make the northbound left-turn from SR 267 into the project site during the AM peak hour. 

Respectively, 138 vehicles would make the eastbound left-turn and 74 vehicles would make 

the eastbound right-turn out of the project site onto SR 267 during the PM peak hour. The 

project proposes to build the SR 267 intersection to its ultimate configuration when the 

primary access is constructed, which would occur before the project site is occupied.  

Therefore, these construction trips would be accommodated by the newly configured 

intersection. 

SA2-2 The comment states that utility owners would need to be willing to move facilities within 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) right-of-way at their cost if alternative off-

highway routes for utilities are not possible when Caltrans extends the existing truck climbing 

lane on SR 267 south of the project. At such time as the Caltrans project is implemented, the 

project developer would coordinate with utility providers as needed regarding placement or 

relocation of utility infrastructure.  

SA2-3 The comment describes drainage conditions and facilities in the vicinity of SR 267 and SR 28 

and states that any cumulative impacts on Caltrans drainage facilities, bridges, other state 

facilities or adjacent public or private properties arising from the proposed project should be 

minimized through project drainage mitigation measures. The comment also expresses 

concerns that the mitigation measure in the Draft EIR allows for payment of in-lieu fees 

rather than construction of drainage facilities.  

Several project features and mitigation measures would ensure that peak stormwater 

discharge does not exceed pre-project levels during the 100-year storm event. Mitigation 

Measure 15-5b on page 15-27 of the Draft EIR is designed to ensure that the MVWPSP does 

not result in stormwater runoff that exceeds pre-development conditions through the 

installation of retention/detention facilities. The payment of in-lieu fees would only occur if 

Placer County determined that drainage conditions do not warrant installation of 

retention/detention facilities. Specific Plan Policy PSU-9 also requires that the drainage 

system be designed so that post-development peak flows do not exceed pre-development 

peak flows. Project development would be subject to Placer County Improvement Plan and 

Final Drainage Study reviews and approvals. The final drainage plans and studies must 

comply with Specific Plan Policy PSU-9 and Mitigation Measure 15-5b and would incorporate 

best management practices (BMPs) that ensure peak flows generated by the developed 

sites, and entering Caltrans facilities, are equal to or lesser than pre-development peak flow 

rates. See also Responses SA2-4 and SA2-5. Mitigation Measure 15-5b is revised to read as 

follows: 

Mitigation Measure 15-5b: Reduce runoff to pre-project conditions 

The Improvement Plan submittal and final Drainage Report shall provide details 

showing that stormwater run-off shall be reduced to pre-project conditions through the 

installation of retention/detention facilities. Retention/detention facilities shall be 

designed in accordance with the requirements of the Placer County Stormwater 

Management Manual that are in effect at the time of submittal, and to the satisfaction 

of the Engineering and Surveying Department (ESD), and shall be shown on the 
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Improvement Plans. The ESD may, after review of the project final drainage report, 

delete this requirement if it is determined that drainage conditions do not warrant 

installation of this type of facility. In the event onsite detention requirements are 

waived, this project may be subject to payment of any in-lieu fees payable before 

Improvement Plan approval as prescribed by County Ordinance. Maintenance of 

detention facilities by the homeowner’s association, property owner’s association, 

property owner, or entity responsible for project maintenance shall be required. No 

retention/detention facility construction shall be permitted within any identified 

wetlands area, floodplain, or right-of-way, except as authorized by project approvals. 

SA2-4 The comment states that no net increase in 100-year storm event peak discharge would be 

allowed within the SR 267 right-of-way or Caltrans drainage facilities and that runoff that 

enters the highway right-of-way and/or Caltrans drainage facilities must meet Lahontan 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) water quality standards. The comment also 

states that no detailed drainage plans, drawings or calculations, hydrologic/hydraulic study, 

or report or plans showing the preconstruction and post-construction conditions were 

received with the Draft EIR, and suggests that these documents be sent to Caltrans for 

review prior to final project approval. Finally, the comment states that any work performed 

within the state highway right-of-way must meet all Caltrans standards and obtain a Caltrans 

encroachment permit. 

See Response SA2-3 for a discussion of net changes in stormwater runoff during the 100-

year event. Stormwater quality is addressed in Impact 15-1 (for construction) and 15-2 (for 

operations) in the Draft EIR. Mitigation Measure 15-1 requires preparation of a stormwater 

pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) for each construction phase. Lahontan RWQCB has the 

authority to review the SWPPP and administer the provisions of the NPDES permit, and can 

step in at any time if enforcement action is needed. Oversight of the SWPPP would be the 

responsibility of a qualified SWPPP practitioner, who is certified to oversee and implement 

the SWPPP and make sure that it meets water quality standards. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure 15-2a through e, including BMPs and Low Impact Development 

measures (LIDs), would protect stormwater quality within the project area. With 

implementation of these measures, runoff from the project area would comply with the 

County’s Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Permit, and runoff leaving the site would 

not exceed applicable water quality standards. 

As stated on page 15-25 of the Draft EIR, a Preliminary Technical Drainage Report was 

prepared for the project and was appended to the Draft EIR (Appendix M). Final drainage 

plans would be submitted to the County with Improvement Plans and to Caltrans with the 

Encroachment Permit application. A preliminary 100-year floodplain analysis has also been 

completed at the request of Placer County Engineering and Surveying Division. As required by 

Mitigation Measures 15-5b and 15-6a through f, final plans would demonstrate that the 

proposed bridge crossing at the project entrance is outside of the 100-year floodplain and 

that existing Caltrans facilities are not adversely affected by the proposed project, including 

demonstration of no increase in post-project flows to Caltrans rights-of-way.  

As discussed in Response SA2-5, no project-related work would be conducted within the 

Caltrans right-of-way until an encroachment permit is obtained from Caltrans. The applicant 

has submitted preliminary plans to Caltrans for early review, and would formally submit plans 

as part of the encroachment permit process. As part of the encroachment permit, the project 

must demonstrate that it meets all Caltrans design and construction standards. 

SA2-5 The comment states that any work proposed and performed within the state’s highway right-

of-way must be in accordance with Caltrans standards and will require a Caltrans 

encroachment permit prior to commencing construction. A Caltrans encroachment permit is 

identified in Table 3-7 in Section 3.4.1 of the Draft EIR (page 3-35) as one of the permits or 
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approvals that may be required for project implementation. The project applicant would 

coordinate as needed with Caltrans regarding any necessary authorizations. 

SA2-6 The comment provides contact information and requests copies of any further actions or 

changes to the project. The County and project applicant will continue to coordinate with 

Caltrans as the project proceeds.  
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SA3 
California Department of Transportation  

Kevin Yount, Transportation Planner  

December 22, 2015 

 

SA3-1 The comment refers to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 10-2, which describes future roadway 

improvements on SR 267, including widening from two to four lanes, and Table 10-14, which 

shows $13,878,000 of state funding for the roadway improvements. The commenter 

requests further information on the source of the funds and the correlation between the road 

improvement and the proposed project. The Transportation Corridor Concept Report (TCCR) 

for SR 267 identifies facilities and improvements needed to maintain a concept level of 

service standard. The SR 267 TCCR states that, “in order to meet the Concept LOS, the 

facility will ultimately need to be widened to four lanes” in relation to Segment 2 – 

Nevada/Placer County line to Brockway Summit. Placer County included the specified 

widening in the Tahoe District Capital Improvement Program (CIP) to be consistent with the 

adopted TCCR. As stated on page 10-31 of the Draft EIR, approximately $13,878,000 of the 

estimate cost of this improvement is assumed to come from the State. The SR 267 TCCR 

states “improvements to the state highway system are the responsibility of both Caltrans and 

local agencies.” This estimate is consistent with the funding sources listed in the CIP; 

however, no specific state funding source has been identified by the County. County funding 

would come from the Countywide Traffic Mitigation Fee Program, into which the project would 

pay its fair share toward implementation of necessary improvements.  

The comment provides contact information and a request for copies of any further actions or 

changes to the project. The County and project applicant will continue to coordinate with 

Caltrans as the project proceeds.  
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RA1 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency  

John Marshall, General Counsel  

December 22, 2015 

 

RA1-1 The comment provides an introductory statement related to the jurisdiction and 

responsibilities of TRPA and the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) and 

expresses concerns regarding project-related impacts that would extend into the Lake Tahoe 

Basin. The comment focuses on potential effects to Lake Tahoe’s physical environment 

through increased vehicle trips into, and the amount of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) within, 

the Tahoe Basin. The comment reports calculated project-generated in-Basin daily trips of 

1,394 and daily in-Basin VMT of 16,235 to 21,311. Please see Master Response 6 regarding 

VMT, including in-Basin VMT. 

RA1-2  The comment describes that vehicle trips and VMT are considered standards of significance 

for projects in the Tahoe Basin and cites project-generated VMT, in combination with other 

cumulative development, as contributing to exceedance of TRPA’s VMT threshold. The 

comment acknowledges the cooperation and collaboration between TRPA and Placer County 

and recommends measures to address in-Basin effects and reduce trips in the Tahoe Basin. 

Please see Master Response 6 regarding VMT and responses to comments IO41-48 and 

IO41-49 regarding potential measures to reduce VMT. Please also see response to comment 

IO32-2 regarding suggested measures to address additional trips between the project site 

and Northstar. The project proposes to implement a shuttle with construction of the 340th 

unit (see Policy CP-13 of the Specific Plan). The shuttle would travel to local destinations, 

potentially including destinations to the south of the project site within the Tahoe Basin. The 

project shuttle could be coordinated with other shuttle and transit service in the project 

vicinity. The Specific Plan Goal CP-3 includes additional policies aimed at reducing single-

occupancy vehicle use (see page 35 of the Specific Plan), such as providing a covered bus 

shelter/transit stop within the plan area (Policy CP-3), joining and/or partnering with local 

transit organizations and/or providers to extend service to the MVWPSP (Policy CP-4), and 

developing an extensive network of pedestrian, cross-country skiing, hiking and bike trails 

within the MVWPSP (Policy CP-5).  

RA1-3 The comment notes that mitigation of in-Basin trips would assist in achieving regional 

greenhouse gas emission targets. Please see response to comment SA4-2, Master Response 

6 regarding VMT, and Master Response 7 regarding greenhouse gas emissions. Also, as 

discussed in response to comment IO41-48, Mitigation Measure 10-5a includes the payment 

of fees and establishment of a new Zone of Benefit or annexation into an existing Zone of 

Benefit to provide adequate funding of capital improvement programs and ongoing 

operational transit services.  

Placer County appreciates the TRPA’s and TMPO’s input regarding VMT, transit, and the 

proposed MVWPSP. Placer County looks forward to continuing to work cooperatively on 

regional transportation issues. The comments and recommendations of this letter will be 

considered by the Placer County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during 

project deliberations.  
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